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Abstract 
Executive master's programs have flourished in Israeli research universities during the last decade as part of their privatization.
The new students are supposed to save the mission of the public university. The attitudes of 254 executive students in one 
university toward the university are compared with those of 178 students in seven parallel regular programs. We find that the 
executive students support more strongly the further privatization and the business-like conduct of the university, yet they show
lower support for the university's social and cultural roles. It seems that the executive students represent the current critical views 
of the universities by the general public. 
© 2010 Elsevier Ltd.
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1. Introduction 
The values and attitudes of students are usually measured in relation to university socialization, in an attempt to 
estimate the effect of university experience on individuals (Hurtado, 2007). However, with the recent marketization 
and privatization of public universities many students, especially on the graduate level, stay at the university for 
shorter periods of time, and it has rather become important to measure their attitudes toward the university in order 
to estimate their impact on the university itself. This is especially so with respect to privatized executive graduate 
programs, which have become widespread in Western universities as a recognized component of academic 
capitalism (Slaughter & Rhoades, 2004). Following the successful example of MBA executive programs, the new 
programs are considered more profitable than traditional frameworks for adult learners. 
The importance of measuring the executive students' attitudes stems from the moral debate regarding the 
privatization of public universities. While supporters of the market conduct of universities claim it might strengthen 
the public support of the university's public mission (e.g., Zemsky et al., 2005), philosophers of education, 
especially Giroux (2002; 2007: 102-36), argue that it undermines the democratic mission of the public university. In 
* Abraham Yogev. Tel.: 972-3-5405633 
E-mail address: yogev@post.tau.ac.il 
Procedia Social and Behavioral Sciences 2 (2010) 246–249
1877-0428 © 2010 Published by Elsevier Ltd.
doi:10.1016/j.sbspro.2010.03.005
Open access under CC BY-NC-ND license.
Open access under CC BY-NC-ND license.
Abraham Yogev / Procedia Social and Behavioral Sciences 2 (2010) 246–249 247
Tel Aviv University, the focus of this study, the past-president who sponsored the development of executive 
programs, has also claimed they will increase the support of the 'civil society' (i.e., individuals who are independent 
of government funding) regarding the traditional mission of this public university (Rabinovich, 2000). As a result, 
the university now supports 16 executive master's programs, the graduates of which – following one-year of studies 
twice a week  – constitute a quarter of the total master's degree recipients on a yearly basis (Yogev, in press). This is 
the first study, in Israel and abroad, of such executive students, attempting to provide an empirical answer to the 
moral debate. 
2. Research Methods  
The study is based on self-administered questionnaires distributed in 2007 during class hours to the students of 
seven executive programs, which run parallel to identical or similar regular master's programs. These programs were 
in the social sciences (security and diplomacy, political communication, and public policy), the humanities 
(philosophy, information and digital culture, and contemporary Middle East), in education (administration and 
leadership), and in computer sciences. For the sake of comparison the sample consists of 254 executive students and 
178 first-year regular master's students in the parallel programs. 
We first measure the students' attitudes by a principal component analysis, as explained later. We then estimate 
the effects of program affiliation (executive vs. regular) plus a series of socioeconomic and educational background 
variables on the attitudinal scores, using multiple regression. The variable included in this analysis are the student's 
gender and age, residential region, religiosity, ethnicity, parental education, undergraduate studies at a university vs. 
an independent college, occupational prestige, employee supervision, and income. A comparison of the two groups 
of students reveals that the executive students tend to be older males from outside the metropolitan Tel Aviv area. 
They also are significantly more traditional or religious, their parental education is lower, and they tend to have 
completed their undergraduate studies in the less prestigious independent colleges. However, they also significantly 
tend to have higher occupational prestige and income, and to supervise four or more employees in their workplace.     
3. Findings 
A principal component analysis of the students’ attitudinal items (each coded on a 4 point agreement scale) 
revealed three independent factors: opposition to the executive master’s programs at the university, support of 
university privatization, and support of the university’s social roles in nurturing culture, preserving democracy, 
advancing social equality, and encouraging critical thinking. The items and their varimax rotated loadings on the 
factors are presented in the appendix. As shown in the lower part of the appendix, there are significant differences in 
the distribution of all factor scores between the executive and regular students. Not surprisingly, the executive 
students show a stronger support for executive university programs. But they also support more strongly the further 
privatization and business-like conduct of the university, and show less support of the traditional social roles of the 
public university.  
In an effort to estimate the net effect of program affiliation on the attitudes, we simultaneously regressed each 
attitudinal scale on program type and on the socioeconomic and educational background variables. The results show 
that program affiliation remains the main determinant of the attitudes (standardized beta coefficients of at least .45, 
versus less than .10 for the other variables). The only exception is university vs. college undergraduate education. 
Graduates of the independent colleges consistently show higher support of executive programs and of university 
privatization, but lower support of the university’s social roles.  
4. Discussion and Conclusion 
The executive master’s programs have extended university enrollment in the labor market by providing graduate 
education to junior to mid-range executives, many of whom originated from lower socioeconomic groups than the 
regular master’s students. But their attitudes toward the public university remain negative. They support its further 
privatization and pay significantly less attention to its public social roles. In a way, this is the product of 
undergraduate studies in the less prestigious independent colleges rather than the universities. But we must recall 
that the strongest determinant of the students’ attitudes is program affiliation. It thus appears that the executive 
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students simply represent by their attitudes the general public, which has recently become more critical of the 
universities and their public funding. In any event, the reliance on the executive students as potential supporters of 
the public university and its mission seems unrealistic. 
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Appendix 
A. Principal Component Analysis of Students’ Attitudes Toward the University
Factor Loadings 
A. Items and Factor Loadings 
1. Opposition to Executive 
Programs 
2. Support of University 
Privatization  
3. Support of 
University's
Social Roles 
Academic excellence in the universities might be 
harmed by the  executive programs 
0.08* -0.13 -0.01 
The executive programs harm public higher education 0.77* -0.04 -0.06 
The executive programs represent university 
commercialization  
0.76* -0.09 0.02 
The universities open the executive programs mostly 
because of budgetary cuts 
0.67* -0.01 0.07 
The executive programs treat students as consumers and 
regard themselves as service providers 
0.62* 0.13 0.07 
The executive programs enable the 
integration of the wealthy in higher education 
0.60* 0.11 0.16 
I support the expansion of the executive programs in the 
universities
-0.55* 0.37 0.15 
The main beneficiaries of the executive programs are 
the managers 
0.44* 0.15 0.14 
Universities must adopt modes of operation from the 
business world for the sake of economic efficiency 
-0.08 0.71* 0.01 
All universities will ultimately be privatized 0.19 0.67* -0.08 
I support the privatization of universities -0.17 0.65* -0.19 
There is room for private universities alongside public 
ones
0.01 0.60* -0.01 
Cooperation between universities and private businesses 
should be encouraged 
-0.01 0.57* 0.02 
The main function of universities is professional 
training 
0.07 0.38 0.01 
The main function of universities is teaching -0.02 0.38 0.05 
Universities are responsible for nurturing culture in 
society
0.12 0.02 0.79* 
A major role of universities is to preserve democracy 0.16 -0.09 0.77* 
One of the main objectives of universities is to advance 
social equality 
0.10 -0.08 0.66* 
Universities should encourage critical thinking among 
their students 
0.15 0.09 0.66* 
Eigenvalue 4.11 2.65 2.23 
Percent of explained variance 17.86 11.52 9.70 
Cronbach’s Alpha for factor-defining items 0.70 0.71 0.75  
* Factor defining item. 
B.  Distribution of Factor Scores for the Executive and Regular Programs
Executive Programs 
(n=254) 
Regular Programs 
(n=178) 
t-test
1. Opposition to Executive 
Programs 
-0.32 
(0.93) 
0.46 
(0.92) 
8.61 
P<0.05 
2. Support of University 
Privatization 
0.12 
(1.00) 
-0.18 
(0.98) 
-3.08 
P<0.05 
3. Support of University's Social 
Roles
- 0.07  
(1.05) 
0.10  
(0.92) 
-1.77 
P<0.05 
